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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF MAY 6, 1988 


PRESENT: _ Dr. P. Kenniff (Chair); Dr. F.R. Whyte; Dr. M. Cohen; Dr. C. Giguére; 
Me B. Gaudet; Dr. C.H. Langford; Prof. T. Stathopoulos; Dean M.N.S. 
Swamy; Dean S.H. Appelbaum; Prof. R. Wills; Prof. M. Kusy; Prof. 
M.M. Douglass; Prof. H. Chorney; Prof. W. Knitter; Prof. H. Shulman; 
Prof. G. Valaskakis; Dean C.L. Bertrand; Dr. R. Diubaldo; Ms. R. Vale; 
Prof. F.D. Hamblin; Prof. K. Waters; Prof. B. MacKay; Prof. N. Allison; 
Mr. K.D. Adams; Dr. S. McEvenue; Prof. D.J. Dicks; Ms. M. Kaufmann; 
Mr. A. Mate; Prof. B. Slack; Prof. S. Paikowsky; Dean R.J. Parker; Prof. 
J. Kelly; Prof. C. Ragaven; Dean B. Counihan. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dean M. Szabo; Mr. I. Fuchs 
Call to Order 
88-3-1 The meeting was called to order at 2:10 pm. 
Approval of Agenda 
88-3-2 The Agenda, as circulated, was approved. 
Approval of Minutes 
88-3-3 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, SECONDED BY PROF. 


KUSY, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
MARCH 25, 1988, BE APPROVED. 


The following corrections were made with respect to errors noted by the 
Chair: 


"..existence; .... line 6, item 88-2-7, page 2; 
"... other Vice-Rectors .... line 9, paragraph 3, page 11. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, AS CORRECTED, WAS 
CARRIED. 


REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR 


88-3-4 In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff reported on his recent trip to China as part of a 
9-member AUCC delegation attending the first seminar to be held between 
Canadian and Chinese university presidents. 


He advised that the seminar had followed immediately the signing of a 
"Memorandum of Understanding" between the Canadian International 
Development Agency and the Ministry of Foreign Economic Relations and 
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Trade, concerning a 13.5 million dollar programme designed to fund 
university linkages between China and Canada over the next 5 years. He 
also advised that following the seminar which ended on April 14, 1988, he 
was joined by Dr. Whyte who accompanied him on visits to those 
institutions with which Concordia has agreements, including Shanghai 
Jiaotong University, Shanghai International Studies University, the Nanjing 
Institute of Technology, Nanjing University, the People's University of 
China, the Microbiology Institute of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, etc.; 
that the visits have resulted in a consolidation of the relationships which 
have been developed with those universities, and have helped to spread 
further Concordia's growing reputation in China; that a more detailed 
written report would be compiled eventually and made available; that the 
State’ Education Commission of China would be sending a delegation to 
Canada later this month which would be visiting Concordia University on 
May 24, 1988; that Dr. Wei Yu, President of the Nanjing Institute of 
Technology has accepted the Honorary Degree which was approved by 
Senate at its last meeting, and would be presented at the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science Convocation on June 14, 1988; and that 
Mr. Huang Xin Bai, Senior Commissioner of the State Education 
Commission and President of the Chinese Education Association for 
International Exchanges, has accepted an invitation and would be visiting 
Concordia for the second time between June 15 to 17, 1988 to review 
progress with respect to the joint doctoral programme, and to learn more 
about the University than he had been able to on his previous visit to 
Montreal. 


Dr. Kenniff also reported on the Capital Campaign which has now reached 
23.3 million dollars and is expected to achieve its objective this summer; the 
building projects with respect to the downtown library building, the 
preliminary plans of which were approved by the Board of Governors and 
forwarded to the Ministry of Higher Education and Science as of the end of 
April, 1988, along with the construction schedule, and the Concert Hall on 
the Loyola Campus with excavation due to commence early next week; and 
the appointment of Mr. R. Prud'homme as Director of the 
Concordia/UQAM Corporate Liaison Office which was recently established 
to coordinate relations with the private sector, and was the first such joint 
liaison office to be established in Canada. 


Question Period 


In response to a concern expressed over the administrative system relating 
to the CREPUQ agreement which allows professors and graduate students 
access to libraries at other Quebec universities, and particularly with respect 
to the issuing of the required CREPUQ cards at the home university, 
including the situation at Concordia with its two-campus operation, Senate 
was advised that issuing the cards at the home university was a CREPUQ 
regulation; and that the question of issuing cards at Concordia on both 
campuses would be looked into. Dr. Kenniff also advised that better 
coordination and cooperation vis-a-vis library services, was an item of 
ongoing interest among the Montreal University Rectors, and that he would 
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raise the matter at their next informal meeting scheduled to be held in the 
coming week. 


Other issues raised and responded to included questions concerning tuition 
fees for Chinese students vis-a-vis the Quebec foreign student fees and the 
CIDA funding programme; student difficulties relating to the overlapping of 
the final examination schedule and registration for courses offered during 
the summer session, including the problem of holding registration prior to 
the availability of course grades; the expected time-frame for decisions 
relating to CIDA applications with respect to the Concordia/China joint 
doctoral programme; and a general policy with respect to visiting Chinese 
scholars. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. Whyte, Vice-Rector, Academic, in announcing the appointment of Prof. 
A. Galler as Director of Off-Campus and Distance Learning for 1988/89, 
advised that this was one of a number of steps that had been taken over the 
past 12 months in re-examining University activities in the overall field of 
Off-Campus Education, Continuing Education, and services to mature, 
part-time, and adult students in general. He also reported on the 
membership and activities of the Mature Students Co-ordinating Committee 
which had been established last Fall at his request, under the chairship of 
Dr. R. Diubaldo, Director, Mature Student Centre, with a mandate to foster 
mutual support between the various independent units which report to the 
Vice-Rector, Academic and which offer education and related services to the 
public in the name of the University, and also to provide him with a more 
formal mandate for such a coordinating committee. In addition to 
considering the necessity of a major reorganization, both in the activities and 
reporting structures of these various units, the Co-ordinating Committee 
produced a set of recommendations concerning "Off-Campus and Distance 
Learning", as well as specific set of considerations concerning the Centre 
for Continuing Education and the enhancement of its operations for the 
betterment of the University and the community which it serves. He also 
advised that within the next 9 months he would hope to be able to present to 
Senate for recommendation to the Board of Governors, a fairly detailed set 
of restructuration proposals for this whole area, which, he felt, would bring 
to Concordia a much more coherent thrust and a more coherent programme 
of educational services for this particular clientele. 


Dr. Giguere, Vice-Rector, Services, reported that the insulation on the 
south-west side of the ER building, 2155 Guy Street, was on fire; that the 
polyurethane insulation which was blown onto the sides of the building 
caught fire as the result of a workman's torch blowing up; that the building 
has been evacuated completely; that there were no injuries; and that insofar 
as could be determined at this point there has been no damage to equipment. 


In response to a question which had been raised at the last Senate meeting 
concerning the scheduling of final examinations, particularly at the end of 
the Winter Term, Dr. Giguére advised that this was not the first time that 
Senate has looked at this particular question; that the problem that now 


exists ie., the fact that final examinations began immediately following the 
end of classes, stemmed from a decision in 1983/84 to institute a 
"study-week" in the second term; and that at that time members of Senate, 
having been presented with the examination timetable schedule up until the 
1988/89 academic year, understood the implications in approving the 
proposed study-week, ie., the fact that this year the final examinations 
began immediately after the end of classes had been foreseen by Senate in 
1983. He also advised that the Registrar's Office has recommended that the 
question of scheduling examinations within the number of days allotted be 
looked into in order to minimize conflicts and the clustering phenomenon 
which results in individual students having to write three examinations in a 
two-day period; and that with respect to this, he would be striking a task 
force in the Fall to consider the matter, and to prepare and submit a report 
with recommendations. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, presented and explained the "summary of 
constraints" vis-a-vis the April 1988 examination schedule, with a number 
of suggested available options, as contained in document US-88-3-D 14, 
which was being tabled for information. 


The ensuing discussion centred on the various suggested options, and 
particularly those concerning the rescheduling or elimination of the mid-term 
break, which Senate was urged not to consider as a possible option, it being 
argued that students have been known to commit suicide at institutions 
where attempts have been made to eliminate the mid-term break, and that the 
mid-term break, which was referred to as "sanity week", was a time during 
which the majority of students catch up on their reading, studies, sleep, and 
relaxation, and in general get back on their feet. In response to a question 
concerning the scheduling of the mid-term break in the month of February, 
Senate was advised that this was not considered on the basis of the number 
of 6-credit courses versus the number of 3-credit courses, but rather that 
February was considered as a month in which a break would be 
psychologically useful. The opinion was also expressed that the mid-term 
break which applied to both faculty and students, should also apply to the 
administrative staff. 


In response to a number of questions concerning the task-force which he 
was about to set up, Dr. Gigu6re advised that while it has not yet been 
established, it would include representatives from each of the Faculties, 
presumably those members of the Deans' Offices most familiar with 
examinations and student problems, as well as members of the Registrar's 
Office; and that the report from the task force, when completed, would be 
presented to Senate. In addition, Dr. Kenniff, in urging that the task force 
also consider the question of the time lapse between the end of the 
examinations and Convocation, suggested that some comparative analysis 
be undertaken with respect to practices at other Canadian universities which 
were able to hold convocation exercises from the middle to the end of May, 
or the first week in June at the latest, as opposed to the situation at 
Concordia where Convocations begin only in mid-June; and that such an 
analysis might provide information with respect to the possibility of 
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compressing operations that occur between the end of classes, the end of 
examinations, the approval of graduation lists, and Convocation. 


Provisional Operating Budget - Fiscal Year 1988/89 


Dr. Whyte, Vice-Rector, Academic, in presenting and explaining at length 
the Report of the Senate Academic Planning and Priorities Committee 
(document US-88-3-Dl) on the 1988/89 Provisional Operating Budget, 
noted the differences in the context in which the Committee studied last 
year's provisional budget versus the Provisional Operating Budget tabled at 
the last Senate meeting, particularly with respect to the work that has been 
done with regard to the planning process and defining the linkages that may 
exist between planning and the budget. At the same time, he emphasized 
that while the planning process has already been launched within the 
Faculties and other units in the University, the situation this year remains a 
transitional one; that when the process that is being set up is fully 
operational, the function of the Senate Academic Planning and Priorities 
Committee in relation to a provisional budget, would be relatively clean cut 
in that prior to the drawing up of the provisional budget, there would exist a 
set of academic priorities and orientations that will have been approved by 
Senate and would be taken into consideration when the provisional budget 
is being drawn up; and that the Committee would be able to look at the 
provisional budget and determine to what extent it reflects the orientations 
and priorities that the University has defined. 


The discussion which followed centred on a question which was raised with 
respect to the size of the proposed deficit in comparison with last year's 
deficit. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE SENATE ACADEMIC 
PLANNING AND PRIORITIES COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-88-3D1), BE RECEIVED AND FORWARDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR CONSIDERATION IN APPROVING THE 1988/89 
PROVISIONAL OPERATING BUDGET. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Part-time faculty representation on Senate 


With respect to this item, Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the 
following documents: a report from the Steering Committee containing 
background information on the question of part-time faculty representation 
on Senate and a motion concerning approval of amendments to Article 36, 
Section XII of the By-laws, (document US-88-3-D2); a draft resolution 
from the Steering Committee concerning the amendments to Article 36, 
Section XII of the By-laws, (document US-88-3-D3); the draft resolution 
from the Steering Committee as submitted to Faculty Councils, with 
responses attached, (document US-88-3-D4); and reports from the various 
Faculties concerning part-time faculty participation in Faculty Council 
discussions on the issue, (document US88-3-DS5). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PAIKOWSKY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLE 36, SECTION XII OF THE 
BY-LAWS OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY, AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-88-3D3. 


In presenting the resolution from the Steering Committee, Dr. Whyte 
outlined the history of the question of part-time faculty representation on 
Senate, and detailed the differences between the proposal from the Steering 
Committee and the recommendations from the Faculty Councils, and the 
rationale for these differences. 


Speaking privileges were requested by and granted to Christopher McAll, 
External Vice-President, CUPFA. In presenting CUPFA's reaction to the 
proposal being considered by Senate, he emphasized the significant 
involvement of part-time faculty with respect to teaching at Concordia, and 
the need, should the proposal be approved, for an appropriate supporting 
mechanism which would allow the decision with respect to part-time faculty 
representation on Senate to take effect. He also expressed concern with 
respect to the use of the word "may" as opposed to "shall" in the resolution, 
which, he suggested, in the absence of necessary mechanisms, might well 
result in the legislation remaining a generous gesture on the part of Senate 
which might never get translated into actual representation of part-time 
faculty on Senate. 


The ensuing discussion centred on the wording of item 1.(k) as proposed 
by the Steering Committee in document US-88-3-D3, as opposed to the 
wording in the amendment adopted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
in document US-88-3-D4; and item 2 proposed by the Steering Committee, 
which, it was argued, was contrary to the decision of the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council whereby it has reserved a three-year appointment for 
part-time faculty representation, which is filled each year by an eligible 
part-time faculty member, and that if it should occur in a given year that 
there was no available part-time faculty member, the Council would fill the 
position with a full-time faculty member. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. DICKS, THAT ITEM 1. (k) BE CHANGED TO READ - 
"NINE (9) FACULTY MEMBERS FROM THE FACULTY OF ARTS 
AND SCIENCE, ONE OF WHOM MAY BE A PART-TIME FACULTY 
MEMBER." 


It was explained that the Steering Committee proposal providing for up to 
three part-time faculty members from the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
reflected the existing differential between the Faculty of Arts and Science 
and the other three Faculties with respect to representation on Senate; and 
that the Steering Committee recommendation was simply attempting to 
maintain the existing ratio. 


Again, it was suggested that the word "may" in the proposed amendment be 
replaced by "shall", it being argued that retaining the word "may" would 
place the onus of decision with respect to part-time faculty representation 
with the Faculty Council itself, as opposed to it being a requirement 
legislated by Senate. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. DICKS, THAT ITEM 2 IN THE RESOLUTION BE 
DELETED. 


During discussion on the amendment, it was explained that it was the 
feeling of the Arts and Science Faculty Council that the additional paragraph 
being proposed in item 2, document US-88-3-D3, created the possibility of 
considerable confusion and argumentation with respect to the length of 
terms of faculty appointments, both full and part-time; that the Council did 
not see any advantage in retaining the proposed paragraph; that the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council has set up a situation whereby part-time faculty are 
responsible for presenting a candidate to the Council each year; and that 
there was no problem with respect to approving the appointment year after 
year, providing the individual had a part-time contract, because it was the 
three-year position that the Council was concerned with, rather than the 
person who occupied it in any given year. 


It was also argued however that the proposed additional paragraph clarifies 
the existing situation with respect to one-year part-time faculty 
appointments; that there was nothing in it which would prevent the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council from continuing its present practices; that to 
exclude the paragraph would make the present statement that "Faculty 
appointments are for three years" illogical; that the notion of a three-year 
position being occupied by different people over the course of three years, 
was totally different from the concept of personal nomination and personal 
mandate; and that the intention of the proposal from the Steering Committee 
was that because the nomination to Senate was a personal one, a particular 
part-time faculty individual could not be appointed to Senate for a period 
greater than one year, which, in most cases, would correspond to the end of 
the individual's personal contract. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED. 


The mover and seconder of the main motion, agreed that THE WORD - 
"MAXIMUM" IN THE FIRST SENTENCE, PARAGRAPH 2, ITEM 2, 
DOCUMENT US-88-3-D3, BE DELETED. 


In response to a question concerning the rationale for retaining the word 
"maximum" in the second sentence, paragraph 2, item 2, it was explained 
that a "maximum" term of one year was intended to cover those situations 
involving part-time faculty contracts which were shorter than one year, at 
the end of which the individuals cease to be part-time faculty members and 
therefore could not continue as representatives on Senate. It was suggested 
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however that the same thing might be said with respect to the terms of 
full-time faculty members. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS CHANGED AND AMENDED, WAS 
CARRIED. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the question of implementation of the resolution 
concerning part-time faculty representation on Senate, and related 
transitional arrangements if necessary, had not been considered by the 
Steering Committee; and he suggested, and it was agreed, that the matter be 
referred to the Steering Committee for study and recommendation to Senate 
at the next meeting. 


Proposed title change concerning the M. Eng. (Mechanical) - Option C 
rogramme 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. HAMBLIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT SENATE APPROVE THE RESOLUTION 
CONCERNING THE MASTER OF ENGINEERING (MECHANICAL) - 
OPTION C PROGRAMME, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-88-3-D6. 


The ensuing discussion centred on the establishment of networks of 
excellence in high technology presently under consideration by the Federal 
Government, as applicable to the particular interests of the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science in the area of aeronautics and aerospace; 
the question of possible consultations with people who have a strong 
interest in policy in the field of science and technology; and the absence of 
initiative in Quebec in the area of policy vis-a-vis planning with respect to 
aerospace. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning annual Committee reports to Senate. 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the resolution from the Steering 
Committee concerning annual committee reports to Senate, (document 
US-88-3-D7); the background document from the Steering Committee 
containing the specific amendments to the mandates of the University 
Library Committee and the Computer Resources Committee, (document 
US-88-3-D8); and the current memberships and mandates of the University 
Library Committee and the Computer Resources Committee, (document 
US-88-3-D9). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMBLIN, THAT THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE 
MANDATES OF THE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY COMMITTEE AND 
THE COMPUTER RESOURCES COMMITTEE, AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-88-3D8), BE APPROVED. 
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Dr. Giguére, Vice-Rector, Services, advised that as noted in his 
memorandum of April 8, 1988, to the Secretary of Senate, which was 
appended to document US-88-3-D8, the Academic Services Committee has 
now considered the matter and recommends approval of the proposed 
modifications. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Motion concerning a change in name of the Chemistry Department. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DICKS, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN, NAME OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY TO THAT OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY AND BIOCHEMISTRY, 
(DOCUMENT US-88-3-D10). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Motion concerning a change in name of the Department of Design. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PARKER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MACKAY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN NAME OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN TO THE DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN 
ART, (DOCUMENT US-88-3-D11). 


It was pointed out that all recent departmental name changes have increased 
the length of the existing names, and it was suggested that consideration be 
given to using shorter rather than longer designations in future departmental 
name changes. 


In response to a concern expressed over the proposed name "Design Art", it 
was explained that several years ago, Senate had participated in a number of 
debates and discussions involving the Department of Design; that the Task 
Force which had been established at that time had strongly recommended 
that the name of the Department be changed to reflect more of a placement of 
the Design Department in the studio arts; and that the Department had now 
agreed with that recommendation and had proposed to the Faculty Council 
that its name be changed to Design Art in order to emphasize a more 
subjective, experimental, research-oriented approach, as opposed to a 
strictly technical application with respect to design. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Guidelines for Evaluation of University Research Centres 


Dr. Kenniff drew members attention to the report from the Steering 
Committee, which also included a recommendation, (document 
US-88-3-D12); the Guidelines for Senate Evaluation of University Research 
Centres which was tabled at the last meeting, and was revised to include a 
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number of changes which were suggested and agreed to at that time, 
(document US-88-2-DIl (revised)); and a four-part reformulation to replace 
the first paragraph in the document entitled "Guidelines for Senate 
Evaluation of University Research Centres," (document US-88-2-DIl (a)). 
Dr. Whyte presented and explained the recommendation from the Steering 
Committee contained in document US88-3-D12, and the four-part 
replacement for the first paragraph in document US-88-2-D11, which, he 
advised, had been drawn up in an attempt to clarify some of the issues and 
difficulties that arose during the discussion at the last meeting, (document 
US-88-2-DIl (a)). It was suggested that an appropriate motion would be to 
the effect that the "Guidelines for Senate Evaluation of University Research 
Centres", (document US-88-2-DIl (revised)), be taken from the table; and 
that the Guidelines for Senate Evaluation of University Research Centres, 
(document US-88-2-DIl (revised)), as amended by document 
US-88-2-D11(a), be approved. It was suggested and agreed that the motion 
be divided into two parts and voted on separately. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY MS. VALE, THAT 
THE "GUIDELINES FOR SENATE EVALUATION OF UNIVERSITY 
RESEARCH CENTRES", (DOCUMENT US-88-2-Dll (REVISED)), BE 
TAKEN FROM THE TABLE. THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND 
WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DOUGLASS, THAT THE GUIDELINES FOR SENATE EVALUATION 
OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTRES, (DOCUMENT US-88-2-DIl 
(REVISED)), AS AMENDED BY DOCUMENT US-88-2-D11(a), BE 
APPROVED. 


In support of the motion, the hope was expressed that the four-part 
replacement for paragraph 1, document US88-2-D11, would address and 
resolve the problems which surfaced during discussion on the document at 
the last Senate meeting with respect to its scope and frame of reference. It 
was also emphasized that the document from the Senate Research 
Committee only dealt with internal procedures vis-a-vis the Senate, it being 
explained that a number of requests to evaluate proposed research centres 
for approval had been referred by Senate to the Research Committee, and 
that the Research Committee, with some difficulty, had replied to Senate 
with recommendations in the absence of a well-defined set of guidelines 
against which it could deal with such matters. 


During continuing discussion, questions were raised and responded to with 
respect to the revisions which had been incorporated into document 
US-88-2-D11; the number of officially-recognized research centres at 
Concordia; and the disposition of issues and concerns which had surfaced 
during the discussion at the last Senate meeting, including questions 
concerning a more precise definition of "University Research Centre", a 
"sunsetting” provision for centres which cease to function effectively, the 
responsibility of centres with respect to accounting and financial reporting, 
and the suggestion that the resolution concerning Existing Centres should be 
acted upon and brought back to Senate before adoption of the document. 


With respect to the disposition of the issues and concerns referred to above, 
it was explained that the difficulty which the Steering Committee was faced 
with was that while some remarks had been made and responses given, in 
many cases, as a result of the tabling motion, there was really no discussion 
leading to any conclusion; and that it was the feeling of the Steering 
Committee that in taking the document from the table, discussion would 
continue on the substance of the document and the issues being referred to. 
It was also pointed out that, as recorded in the minutes, the Chair had 
invited all members of Senate who might have had comments to make but 
were unable to do so because of the tabling motion, to make such comments 
known to the Steering Committee in advance of today's meeting. 


Senate was advised that the intention of the resolution in item V, document 
US-88-2-D11, was that the list of existing centres fitting within the 
definition of research centres, and the timetable for integrating existing 
centres into the reporting schedule, once prepared, should be reported to 
Senate; and it was suggested that this intention could be clarified by adding 
to the end of text, the phrase - "and report this to Senate". 


During continuing discussion, concerns were expressed over a number of 
issues which, it was felt, remained to be clarified, particularly with respect 
to item IV, including the issue as to who would trigger the formal review of 
a centre; the rationale for replacing the present reporting mechanisms for 
existing centres, particularly those in the Faculty of Arts and Science, with 
those being proposed in document US-88-2-D11; possible duplication of 
reporting mechanisms between what was being proposed and those 
currently existing within the various Faculties; the question of Faculties 
surrendering some of the duties which they now fulfill with respect to 
research centres; and the need, prior to Senate formulating its own 
regulations with respect to University research centres, for input from the 
various Faculty Councils with respect to the mechanism for establishing 
centres, how to evaluate the performances of those centres once they have 
been approved by the Board of Governors, etc. It was also suggested that 
the spirit of the Steering Committee meeting, as reflected in recommendation 
2, document US88-3-D12, was that the "Guidelines for Senate Evaluation 
of University Research Centres" be sent to the Faculty Councils in an 
advisory capacity, in an attempt to clarify some of the issues that have been 
mentioned at today's meeting. 


THE MOVER AND THE SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE 
MOTION. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PAIKOWSKY, THAT THE "GUIDELINES FOR SENATE 
EVALUATION OF UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTRES, 
(DOCUMENT US-88-2-D11, (REVISED)), AS AMENDED BY 
DOCUMENT US-88-2-DIl (a), BE REFERRED TO FACULTY 
COUNCILS FOR CONSIDERATION AND RESPONSE IN TIME FOR 
THE OCTOBER 1988 MEETING OF SENATE. 
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A request was made that the Faculty Deans, in functioning as conduits for 
presenting the Guidelines for the Evaluation of University Research Centres 
to the Faculty Councils, exercise some care in communicating to the 
Councils the distinction that was made by the Research Committee in 
drafting the document, between those kinds of initiatives that would be dealt 
with at a University level and those that Faculties individually might be 
contemplating, in order to ensure that the document not be viewed in the 
Faculty Councils as the opinion of the Research 


Committee as to how Faculty Councils should deal with emergent research 
units and centres. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting, which was the last 
meeting of the year, would be held at 2:00 p.m., Friday, May 27, 1988, in 
Room AD-131, Loyola Campus. Also, as was his custom, he issued a 
personal invitation to all members to join him in partaking in some 
appropriate year-end libation immediately following adjournment of that 
meeting. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:35 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


